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A PRAGMATIC ANALYSIS OF FACE THREATENING 
DISAGREEMENT ACTS IN PONSLODT’S THE SPECTACULAR NOW  
Indah Utami Chaerunnisah 
14211144011 
ABSTRACT 
This research aims at describing how the face threatening disagreement 
acts are realized by the characters in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now, and at 
identifying the type of responses shown to the face threatening disagreement acts 
in the movie. 
This study applies descriptive qualitative method to analyse the data. 
Furthermore, the form of the data are utterances spoken by the characters of The 
Spectacular Now. The context of this research are dialogues of the movie, and the 
main source of the data is the movie itself. The primary instrument of this research 
is the researcher herself while the secondary instrument is the data sheet used to 
help the researcher collect and analyse the data. Trustworthiness of this study is 
gained through triangulation by the supervisor, other researchers, and by theories. 
The result of the research are as follows. First, the characters in the movie 
realize their face threatening disagreement acts in three ways: 1) using a short direct 
opposite orientation, 2) employing a sarcastic remark, and 3) asking a short rude 
question. A short direct opposite orientation comes out as the most dominant one. 
This is because it is more direct and simple, and it has denotative meaning which 
reveals the opinion of the speaker immediately. Second, there are three types of 
responses employed by the characters: 1) accepting the face threatening 
disagreement act, 2) countering the face threatening disagreement act: a) offensive 
strategy, and b) defensive strategy, and 3) choosing not to respond. Countering the 
face threatening disagreement acts is revealed as the most dominant type of 
response employed. This is influenced mainly by the type of disagreement they 
encounter. Encountering a face threatening disagreement act, the characters in the 
movie choose to respond with another face threatening act. 
 
Keywords: face threatening disagreement act, realizations, response, The 
Spectacular Now 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
This chapter discusses the background of the study as well as the focuses 
of this research which are formulated into several research questions. In addition, 
the objectives of conducting this research are revealed along with the significance 
of the study which explains how this research is beneficial for the society. 
A. Background of the Study 
Language plays an essential part in human lives. It is used for many 
purposes in social interactions, and one of the main uses of language is to 
communicate. Communication is important as a way for people to express their 
ideas, opinions and feelings toward others. It can be in a form of political speech, 
short stories, debates, or simply through conversations. In a classroom, students 
often express their ideas through arguments, and in novels or books, writers often 
share their feeling by telling stories. Meanwhile, in daily lives, people express their 
ideas or opinion through a conversation. Although most conversations happen in a 
simple setting with a light topic, sometimes it is more challenging as there is no 
boundaries set like in a classroom, and there is a direct two-ways conversation 
between the first and second party. In conversations, when people express their 
opinion, the responses will vary. It can be an expected response which the first party 
prefers, or it can be an unexpected response which he/she disprefers to hear. A 
preferred response can be in a form of agreement or acceptance, while a dispreferred 
response can be in a form of refusal or disagreement. 
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People express agreement or acceptance when they have the same opinion 
with the first party, or when they share a similar value in their argument. However, 
people often choose to express agreement toward others’ opinion although they 
disagree with it since it is something that other people prefer to hear (Grundy, 2000: 
153), and to avoid doing a potential face threatening act. On the other hand, in daily 
conversations, it is natural for people to have a different opinion or to express a 
disagreement toward others’ assessment. Disagreements are expressed when people 
have different opinions, or have disputes with the current value that the other people 
held (Ching Hei, 2011: 445).  However, people have to be careful when expressing 
their disagreements since it is something that other people would not prefer to hear. 
Many times, disagreements are perceived as something that can harm other people’s 
face, and even considered as a face threatening act where their expressions of 
disagreement will harm the first party’s public self-image (Yule, 1996: 61).  
However, the way people perceive a disagreement act depends on how 
people express it. When people directly say ‘no’ to other people’s opinion, there is 
a high possibility that their disagreement act will be considered as a face threatening 
act, but if they express it in a certain way that it sounds less of a ‘no’, it will be less 
harmful and less threatening. These are what makes disagreement acts fall into two 
types: mitigated disagreement acts and unmitigated disagreement acts. Mitigated 
disagreement acts fall into the scope of face saving act as it is a disagreement that 
has been softened, while unmitigated disagreement acts falls into the scope of face 
threatening act since it is expressed in a straightforward manner, and has a very 
high possibility of doing a face threatening act. Mitigated disagreement acts are 
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expressed in various ways which aims at mitigating the effect of the disagreement 
acts to the partner in the conversation. Meanwhile, unmitigated disagreement acts 
are expressed as it is without any intention of softening the effect. However, 
although it is straightforward, there are many different type of expressions used to 
deliver unmitigated disagreement acts. 
Furthermore, in a social interaction, people are not only required to express 
their disagreements, but also to give a response when they encounter an expression 
of disagreement. People can choose to disagree with the disagreements that they 
encounter, and they can also choose to give other forms of responses which depends 
on how they see the situation. Choosing how to react or respond is as essential as 
deciding how to express disagreement acts for it will determine how the 
conversation will turn out. Moreover, in a case of face threatening disagreement 
act, most of the situations in the conversation will be tense, and uncomfortable, so 
it will be harder to decide how to respond.  
Not only that, disagreement acts do not only occur in real life 
conversations, but it can also be found in movies. Although movies are scripted 
conversations, it uses a real life setting where the utterances employed are based on 
real life conversations. Therefore, the way characters in movies express their 
disagreements will not be different with the ones people employ in real life. 
Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now (2013) is one of the movies where the characters 
employ many disagreement acts during their conversations. This movie stars Miles 
Teller as Sutter Keely and Shailene Woodley as Aimee Finicky. The story talks 
about Sutter who is a popular boy at school, and Aimee who is a not-popular-and-
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shy girl. Sutter was dumped by his girlfriend, and one day meets Aimee when he 
wakes up in the middle of a yard. At first, Sutter takes pity on Aimee, and wants to 
help her gain self-confidence, but he ends up falling in love. Beside their love story, 
conflicts also happen between Sutter and his family and also Aimee with her family. 
Other conflicts later arouses after they graduate when they have to think about their 
future. 
There are several reasons which made the writer chooses this movie as an 
object of study. First, this movie has many conflicts that happen in a form of 
argumentations between the characters. In these argumentations, they often have to 
express disagreements toward each other. Second, one distinctive theme that the 
reader can notice from this movie is rebellion. In expressing their rebellion, the 
characters of this movie learn to voice out their disagreements in various ways. 
Third, the main characters of this movie are still adolescence, so their emotions are 
still unstable, so the way they express their emotion is still straightforward without 
many considerations. Therefore, the disagreement acts that they express will likely 
fall into the unmitigated disagreement acts. Because of these reasons, there are 
many unmitigated disagreement acts employed in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now, 
and there are various ways used to express them as well as the responses they get. 
Therefore, it will be interesting to analyse those type of expressions employed, and 
how the characters in another party react or give responses to the unmitigated 
disagreements they receive. 
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B. Research Focus 
There are several linguistic approaches that can be used to analyse this 
movie. First, it can be analysed using sociolinguistic approach. Many conversations 
in this movie occur between the hero and heroine, so the pattern of their 
conversation strategies can be easily recognized. These patterns can be used to 
analyse the relation between their gender and the way they talked, the theory of 
language and gender which falls into the scope of sociolinguistics will be suitable 
to analyze this movie. Second, semantic is also a suitable approach for this movie. 
The structure of sentences from the utterances produced by the characters in the 
movie vary in a wide range of types, and they are potential to be analysed using 
semantic approach. Third, this movie can be analysed using pragmatic approach. 
There are many problems that can be analysed using pragmatic approach in this 
movie such as politeness principles, speech acts, and disagreement acts.  
In this research, the writer would like to focus on the disagreement acts 
expressed by the characters in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now. Although there are 
two different types of disagreement acts: mitigated disagreement acts and 
unmitigated disagreement acts, this research will not analyse both of them, but the 
focus will be placed only in the unmitigated disagreement acts. Unmitigated 
disagreement acts is categorized as a face threatening act, so in further discussion 
it will be regarded as a face threatening disagreement act. Therefore, the focus of 
this research will be on how the unmitigated disagreement acts or the face 
threatening disagreement acts are realized, and how the other parties in the 
conversation will respond to the disagreements they receive. 
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The characters in the movie use various ways in expressing their 
disagreements. These varieties then lead to different types of disagreement acts that 
they use. The type of disagreement acts they employ is important to determine how 
their partner in the conversation will perceive their expression of disagreements. 
Therefore, it is important to first find out the type of disagreement to use in a 
conversation. However, the research will place its focus only on the unmitigated 
disagreement act which is classified into face threatening act. In this research, the 
way the characters express their disagreement, or more specifically face threatening 
disagreement will be discussed. Furthermore, those disagreements will receive 
various responses from the partner in the conversation. These responses will vary 
depend on how the partner perceive the situation, so the types of responses that they 
show will be analysed as well. To sum up, the writer will analyse two problems 
related to disagreement acts, and they are formulated into several questions which 
are presented below. 
1) How the face threatening disagreement acts are realized by the characters of The 
Spectacular Now?; and 
2) What types of responses are shown to the face threatening disagreement acts in 
The Spectacular Now? 
C. Objectives of the Study 
Following the research questions, this research has two objectives, which are: 
1) to describe how the face threatening disagreement act are realized by the 
characters of The Spectacular Now; and 
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2) to identify the type of responses shown to the face threatening disagreement acts 
in The Spectacular Now. 
D. Significance of the Study 
This research offers some benefits which are: 
1. Theoritecally 
The result of this research is expected to enrich the study of disagreement 
acts in many fields or the special one is in The Spectacular Now as it is a branch of 
pragmatic field. This research can also become a bibliographical resource to the 
next relevant technique of research with disagreement act topic.  
2. Practically 
The findings can be useful for the following parties: 
a) The student of English Language and Literature study program  
This research is expected to give some contributions about how face 
threatening disagreement acts are realized, and how to respond to those 
disagreement acts. 
b) The English lecturers of English Language and Literature study program  
The findings of this research can be used as an example about the way of 
analysing how face threatening disagreement acts are realized, and how to respond 
to those disagreement acts. 
c) The Other Researchers 
The findings can become a motivation to conduct other studies in 
linguistics, and other similar researches can take some information and explanations 
as a reference to complete the data. 
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d) People in General 
This research is expected to give people a better understanding on how face 
threatening disagreement acts are realized, and how to respond to those 
disagreement acts during their everyday conversations and social interaction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
This chapter discusses the literature review containing various theories 
used to help the researcher in conducting this research, a brief explanation of The 
Spectacular Now as the object of the study, and several previous studies related to 
the topic of this research. In addition, it also discusses the conceptual framework of 
the theories used and an analytical construct. 
A. Literature Review 
1. Pragmatics 
Pragmatics is a study of meaning beyond what is written or said. L. May 
(1993: 6) argues that pragmatics enables people to analyse a text or an utterance 
more in depth, that is to get a better understanding and a deeper meaning of the text. 
In his book, The Study of Language (2010: 128), Yule defines pragmatics as a study 
of “invisible” meaning, in which it analyses not only the meaning inside of the text, 
but also its meaning related to the context of the text. Context is essential especially 
in pragmatics as it is used in the process of making meaning. It is related to the 
place where the communication takes place, in what situation it occurs, what is 
being discussed, and with whom the communication is held. All of these factors at 
the end will determine the meaning of a text or an utterance in a conversation or in 
other forms of communication. In the scope of pragmatics, many things are being 
investigated. The topics that fall under the study generally are speech act, 
politeness, conversation analysis and cooperative principle.  
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L. May (1993: 93) defines speech act as languages in action. He also 
asserts that many linguists have been undermining the notion of speech act as they 
only defines human language as something that is only related to sound and 
meaning. In addition, Yule (1996: 47) explains speech act as performing actions 
through language or words. These actions are realized into a form of invitation, 
apology, command and etc. In doing speech act, there are three aspects which come 
into realisation. They are locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary act. 
Locutionary act is producing the utterance itself, illocutionary act is the function of 
the utterance, and perlocutionary act is the effect that people intend to have after 
performing the speech act. These three aspects are significant in doing and 
analysing speech act. Furthermore, Levinson (1983) categorizes speech act into 
direct speech act and indirect speech act. Direct speech act can be understood as 
doing the speech act directly, for example giving a command using an imperative 
sentence structure. Meanwhile, indirect speech act is the opposite of the previous 
one in which it is performed indirectly, for example giving command using a 
question. 
Besides speech act, cooperative principle is also one of the topics that falls 
into the scope of pragmatics. Cooperative principles consist of four sub-principles 
which are called as maxims. They are maxim of quality, maxim of quantity, maxim 
of relation, and maxim of manner. Fulfilling maxim of quality means that people 
have to say what is true, while fulfilling maxim of quantity means that people have 
to say no more then what is being asked. In maxim of relation, people are expected 
to say something which is related to the topic that they discuss, and last, in maxim 
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of manner, people are supposed to ‘avoid ambiguity’ and go straight to what is 
needed to be said (Yule, 1996: 37). All of these maxims are needed in order to make 
the conversation successful. As L. May (1993) suggests that without fulfilling them, 
a cooperative conversation will be hard to reach, and the goal of the conversation 
will be difficult to be carried out. 
2. Politeness and Face Threatening Act 
Another topic which is also categorized into the scope of pragmatics is 
politeness. As the name suggests, politeness deals with the study of politeness as 
well as the impoliteness act performed in a conversation or other form of 
communication. Yule (1996: 60) defines politeness in pragmatics as norms and 
social rules held by the society in doing social interactions. These rules have to be 
obeyed in order to conduct a successful interaction with other people in the society. 
In addition, J. Watts (2003: 1) strengthens this idea by arguing that politeness is 
something which has to be acquired as it plays a central part in communication. As 
the culture and characters of each society differ widely, the rules and norms held 
might be different from one society to another. However, there are some general 
norms that is held in almost all of the group in the society, for example is being 
modest during the interaction. In addition, most people will try to have a good 
impression toward their partner. This good impression is called as ‘face’ in 
politeness. Yule (1996: 61) in his book explain this term as a public self-image that 
people tried to have in the society. 
In the study of politeness, one of the main concept to learn is the concept 
of face. To put it simply, face is someone’s ‘self-image’ that they present to the 
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society (Yule, 1996: 60). It is an image that people create as their identity in the 
public during a social interaction. Therefore, it is essential for someone to maintain 
their face as well as others’ face (J. Watts, 2003: 120). When someone pays 
attention, and try to maintain one’s face, it is described as a face saving act. 
Meanwhile, when someone neglect one’s face and says something considered as a 
threat to one’s face, it is described as face threatening act. Performing a face 
threatening act is highly avoided since it will harm other people’s face, and 
ultimately harm the speaker’s face as well. It can lead to a communication failure 
where the speaker might fail to achieve the goal of the conversation.  
Furthermore, politeness is also often employed in analysing disagreement 
act which will be the main focus of this research (Grundy, 2000: 153). When people 
try to give their opinions or ideas, they expect their partner in the interaction to hold 
the same value as what they do. In other words, they prefer others to accept their 
ideas, or to agree with their opinion. That way, their face will not be threatened. 
However, in conversations, the responses are unpredictable, so often people will 
get a response that they do not prefer or here it is called a dispreferred response. 
Disagreement act is one of several form of dispreferred response (Yule, 1996: 79). 
Expressing disagreements are often considered as doing a face threatening act 
(FTA) since it can harm the face or the public image of the person it is addressed 
to. However, not all disagreement acts are considered as face threatening acts, there 
are also disagreement acts that are classified into face saving act (FSA) as it 
employs expressions that can lessen the possible threat. 
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3. Conversation Analysis 
Goffman in Goodwin and Heritage (1990) sees conversation as a ‘casual 
talk’. It is a talk that takes place in ‘everyday life environment’. Meanwhile, L. May 
(1993: 133) defines conversation as a way of using language in social interactions 
in which it involves two or more people. These people will take part in the 
conversation by expressing their opinions, sharing their ideas or simply giving 
responses to what other people say during the conversation. However, all of these 
people have to speak one by one, otherwise the conversation will not run smoothly 
and the message that the speaker wants to say will not be delivered successfully.  
In pragmatics, the chance to speak during a conversation is called floor. 
Yule (1996: 42) explains turn as a chance to speak during a conversation. In other 
words, it is a time where people get to take the floor and say something to the other 
participants. To get a turn, people either have to wait or give signals to others. 
However, it is more common for people to wait for it rather than the second one, as 
it might be seen as an interruption. To understand how this turn works, in 
pragmatics, there is a technique called turn taking. Sacks in L. May (1993: 139) 
describes turn taking as a ‘mechanism’ that governs how people take their turns in 
a conversation. 
While waiting for their turns during the conversation, people have to be 
aware of some signals which indicate that it is their time to speak. These signals 
vary. Many times there is a natural break that people take when they finish speaking 
(Goodwin & Heritage, 1990) signalled by a stop after they finish their sentence. 
Other times, the speaker will give their signal explicitly through words to give the 
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floor to others, for example by saying “What do you think?” to their partner in the 
conversation. However, not all people can read or have the patience to wait for the 
signals. In this case, an overlaps may happen. Overlaps is a time where two speakers 
are trying to speak at the same time (Yule, 1996: 72). The case of an overlap usually 
happen in a competitive interaction, for example in a debate. 
In his book, L May (1993: 157) states that adjacency pair is one of the 
main characteristics of a conversation. Understanding adjacency pair is an essential 
part as it is important to determine how the conversation is going, and the outcome 
of the conversation. Furthermore, Yule (1996: 77) described adjacency pair as an 
“automatic pattern” in a conversation. Although what people say are mostly 
unexpected, the type of response that they will give can be predicted depend on 
what the first speaker says. For example, if the first speaker is asking a question, it 
is expected that the response from the second speaker will be an answer of the 
question. 
As depicted in the example above, there are always two or more 
participants in a conversation. In adjacency pair, most theorists describe it with first 
part and second part. Normally, the first part will express his/her ideas, and the 
second part will respond to what the first part says accordingly. For example: 
Jean : Could you mail this for me? 
Fred : Does it have a stamp? 
Jean : Yeah. 
Fred : Okay 
(Yule, 1996: 78) 
In the example above, Jean is requesting Fred to send a mail for her. In the 
case of a request, the answer is predicted to be either an acceptance or a refusal. In 
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order to decide whether to accept or to refuse Jean’s request, Fred questions whether 
or not it has been stamped. In this example, it can be seen that the second part in 
the conversation gives a preferred answer by accepting the first part’s request which 
is expected by the first part in the conversation. However, in most conversations, 
an unexpected answer is also possible where in the case of a request, Fred might 
refuse to accept Jean’s request. 
Furthermore, these kinds of patterns have become a convention in the 
social interaction. When someone gives an invitation, it can be predicted that the 
second part will either accept or refuse the invitation. Following these patterns, 
Yule (1996: 79) presents a general pattern of adjacency pair. As the second part 
might give a preferred answer which is generally expected, and an unexpected 
answer which is mostly dispreferred, the table of the second part is divided into 
these two possibilities. 
Table 1. The General Patterns of Preferred and Dispreferred Structures 
(Following Levinson 1983)  
 
 
 
 
Unlike giving a preferred respond, expressing a dispreferred respond is 
considered more difficult by many people. As an action that is not preferred by 
others, people will have to think more carefully when they want to express a 
dispreferred responds such as a refusal or a disagreement. L. May (1993:151) 
argues that when people are giving a dispreferred responds, their answer tend to 
First Part Second Part 
Preferred Dispreferred 
Assessment Agree Disagree 
Invitation Accept Refuse 
Offer Accept Decline 
Proposal Agree Disagree 
Request Accept Refuse 
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become more complicated than when they are giving a preferred response. Consider 
the following example: 
Preferred second part: 
A: Could you help me lift this box? 
B: OK (goes over and helps A lift the box) 
Dispreferred second part: 
A: Could you help me move tomorrow morning? 
B: Well, er, let me see, I have to take Cindy to nursery school and take 
my mother-in law who just has broken her arm to the doctor and 
Fred my handyman is coming over to fix the attic, so…. couldn’t 
we make it some other day, perhaps, or does it has to be tomorrow? 
(L. May, 1993: 151) 
In the example above, the structure of the sentence in the preferred 
response is much simpler than the one in the dispreferred part. In the preferred 
response, B accepts the request by simply saying ‘OK’ and goes over to help A.  
Meanwhile in the dispreferred respond, B does not directly refuse to help A. B 
employs hedges, and explains B’s schedule first as reasons why B cannot accept 
the request from A. In addition, B’s answer also shows hesitation to indicate that it 
is hard for B to refuse A’s request. Instead of directly saying no, B asks if the 
schedule can be changed to the first part to show that B is willing to help, but B 
cannot because B is not available tomorrow.  
To strengthen this idea, Yule (1996: 82) explains that in expressing a 
dispreferred second part, more time and language are required due to the fact that a 
dispreferred response can produce an overwhelming effect toward the speaker in 
the conversation. Furthermore, he also asserts that a dispreferred response indicates 
a distance between the first part and the second part. On the other hand, a preferred 
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response indicates that there is a close connection between both parts in the 
conversation.  
4. Disagreement Act 
People express disagreements when they have a different value or a 
different opinion with other people who they are interacting with (Ching Hei et al, 
2011: 442). Edstrom (2004: 1505) defines disagreement as voicing out opposite 
propositions or statements expressed by the previous speaker. When people share 
their opinion or assessment, sometimes the second speaker does not hold the same 
perspective as the first speaker which then leads to an expression of disagreement. 
Similar to this, Sifianou (2012: 1554) defines disagreement as expressing a different 
perspective from what is expressed by another speaker. The expression of 
disagreements usually happen because most people think differently in which they 
view things from many different perspective, so people might end up having 
different opinion and different assessment. Thus, when they share their opinions to 
other people, there is a high probability that their partner will have a different 
opinion. In this situation, the second party will likely to express a disagreement act 
toward the first party in the conversation. 
Disagreement acts are put into realisation in many ways, sometimes people 
use gestures, and many times people express their disagreement verbally. Some 
people might hesitate to express their disagreement, and some might directly 
express it. The example below illustrate an example of disagreement acts: 
A: ….You sound far away. 
B: I do? 
A: Yeah. 
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B: No, I’m not. 
(Pomerantz, 1984:71) 
In the example above, A expresses his/her opinion by saying that he/she 
feels that the second party sounds far away. However, B does not directly respond 
to A’s statement by agreeing or disagreeing, but giving a question to get a 
confirmation from A. B responds to A’s statement after A answer the question by 
expressing his/her disagreement toward A’s statement earlier. This conversation is 
one of the examples of delayed disagreement where the second part does not 
express his/her disagreement immediately. 
Furthermore, Pomerantz (1984: 74) classifies disagreements into two types 
of disagreements: a weak disaagreement and a strong disagreement. A weak 
disagreement is marked with longer sentence, and the ‘no’ is expressed indirectly. 
This type of disagreement is also indicated by mitigation tools where the speaker is 
trying to soften the effect of disagreement that he/she expressed. On the other side, 
a strong disagreement is expressed boldly without hesitation or any kind of 
mitigation. The speaker will directly say ‘no’ to the opinion, assessment or ideas 
from the first party. Thus, the example above is considered as a strong 
disagreement. Even if there is a delayed respond, the second party directly express 
his/her disagreement to the first part which is one of the characteristics of a strong 
disagreement. Since this kind of disagreement is not mitigated, this kind of 
disagreement can be considered as a face threatening act which is discussed under 
politeness principle (Brown and Levinson in Ramadhani, 2015:15). A strong 
disagreement might indicate that the speaker does not consider the other part’s 
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feeling and face wants since he/she does not put any effort in softening his/her 
disagreement act. 
a. Mitigated Disagreement Act 
Expressing disagreement is a risky thing to do since it is not preferred by 
the other part. People might feel that their face is threatened, and they might feel 
offended by the disagreements expressed. However, the way people see the 
disagreements depends heavily on the way people express it. A mitigated 
disagreement, or some scholars called it as a weak disagreement, is a disagreement 
that has been softened or mitigated (Panic Kavgic, 2013: 449). This kind of 
disagreement is used to lessen the possibility of doing a face threatening act toward 
the partner in the conversation.  
Furthermore, there are many ways used to mitigate a disagreement. 
Sometime people use a token agreement where they first say that they agree to some 
extent, and then express their disagreement about the assessment or opinion 
(Pomerantz, 1984: 75). Besides using a token agreement, people also use objective 
explanation to soften their disagreement. Here, people try to give an objective 
explanation on why they disagree with the ideas, and also some logical reasons to 
justify their disagreement. Other than these two, people also mitigate their 
disagreement by using hedges, employing modal verb, shifting responsibility, 
expressing personal emotion, using in-group identity marker, applying down toning 
effect, and questioning the objection of the partner in the conversation. These are 
many ways that people employ to avoid or at least lessen the possibility of harming 
other people’s face or doing a face threatening act. 
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b. Unmitigated/Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
Unmitigated disagreement act, or sometimes called as strong 
disagreement, is the opposite of mitigated disagreement act. This kind of 
disagreement occurs when people do not use any kind of mitigation tools in their 
disagreement (Ramadhani, 2015: 17). They express their disagreement directly 
without trying to soften or mitigate it. Originally, a disagreement can harm other 
people’s image and face in front of others since their ideas or assessments are being 
rejected, and that is why people try to mitigate it (Sifianou, 2012: 1561). Thus, 
people who use this type of disagreement have a very high possibility of doing a 
face threatening act which is why in this research it is called a face threatening 
disagreement act. In addition, Kotthof in Locher (2004: 143) argues that a face 
threatening disagreement act might occur in a situation where the speaker chooses 
to defend his/her opinion rather than saving his/her face in front of the addressee. 
Furthermore, there are many ways of expressing unmitigated disagreement acts 
such as using a short direct opposite orientation, employing a sarcastic remark and 
etc.  
1) Expression of Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
a) A Short Direct Opposite Orientation 
As discussed before, people who use an unmitigated disagreement act 
would not try to use any kind of mitigation tools to soften their disagreement. They 
express their disagreement directly to the point without hitting around the bush, and 
it makes their sentence rather short and concise. Ramadhani (2015: 24) says that 
this way, disagreements are expressed immediately since the mitigation tools are 
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omitted, or not employed.  When people employ this strategy, they express their 
disagreement by using a short direct opposite orientation of the initial statement, 
idea or opinion of the previous speaker. If the previous speaker says positive, then 
they will say negative, and vice versa. Below is one of the examples: 
A: There is no such word. 
B: There is now. 
(Panic-Kavgic, 2013: 454) 
In the example above, B voices out his/her disagreement by using a short 
direct opposite orientation. Consisting of only three words, the sentence in the 
example above is considered short. In addition, it is also expressed directly without 
any mitigation tools. Furthermore, if A’s statement is considered as A-, then B’s 
statement is A+ which is the opposite of A’s statement. Therefore it is categorized 
as using a short direct opposite orientation. 
b) A Sarcastic Remark 
Employing a sarcastic remark is another way of expressing an unmitigated 
disagreement act. A sarcastic remark is employed to express a disagreement by 
using a clear opposite of other’s ideas or assessment in a kind of humorous way, 
and it will ultimately hurt their feeling (Stoker: 2012). This kind of disagreement 
will usually harm other people’s face since it will make those who propose the ideas 
look bad (Ramadhani, 2015: 25). The example below will give a clearer insight into 
this kind of unmitigated disagreement: 
A: You need to calm down right now. 
B: What I need is a husband who will not just stand there while I am 
being molested 
(Panic-Kavgic, 2013: 454) 
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In this example, A is trying to calm B down who has apparently been 
molested. From the sentence, it can be concluded that A is B’s wife. Instead of 
calming down, B expresses her disagreement by using a sarcastic remark. Her 
utterance implies that instead of calming her down, he should do something 
regarding the problem that she is facing since he is her husband. 
c)  A Short Rude Question 
Another way of expressing unmitigated disagreement act is by asking a 
short rude question. This question originally is not intended as a question where it 
needs an answer, but rather to give a sense that the speaker doubted other’s 
assessment or opinion, and disagree with their statement, idea or opinion. Usually, 
the question repeats the initial statement of the first speaker, but in a question form, 
and it is short since it does not employ any mitigation tools (Panic-Kavgic, 2013: 
455). Furthermore, the question is considered rude since it is realized immediately 
without any mitigation tool. In addition, the intonation and the tone of the speaker’s 
utterance can also determine how a question is considered as rude and face 
threatening (Ramadhani: 2015). Below is one of the examples: 
A: You have a serious problem. 
B: Oh, I got a problem? What’s he doing in the apartment? 
(Panic-Kavgic, 2013: 455) 
 
In the example above, A is trying to tell B that he/she has a problem, but 
B disagrees with A’s statement. B expresses his/her disagreement by asking a short 
rude question. B repeats a part of A’s initial statement using a short sentence which 
only consist of four words. Here, B’s question does not really seek for an answer, 
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but rather voicing out his/her disagreement toward A’s statement. In addition, B’s 
question is considered rude since it does not employ any mitigation tool. 
2) Responses to Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
After the second party expresses his/her disagreement toward the first 
party’s assessment or opinion, the floor will go back to the first party where he/she 
will have to respond to the face threatening disagreement act. In the discussion of 
politeness, face threatening act falls into the scope of impoliteness since it has a 
high possibility of doing a face threatening act. Therefore, following Culpeper’s 
theory on responses to impoliteness or face threatening act (2003), there are three 
possible responses that people might show when they encounter a face threatening 
act. Upon getting a face threatening disagreement act, they might accept the face 
threatening disagreement act, counter the face threatening act, or they might choose 
to give no response or to be silent. Furthermore, a counterattack can be in a form of 
offensive or defensive attack. However, Culpeper (2003: 1563) argues that these 
groupings are not ‘mutually exclusive’. This is because in performing an offensive 
strategy, people originally aims to defend their opinion, statements or ideas. 
                                                                                                      Offensive 
                                                                                 Counter 
                                              Respond                                               Defensive 
Face threatening                                                      Accept 
disagreement act                   Do not respond 
Figure 1. A Summary of Response Options 
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a) Accepting the Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
In the case where people accept the face threatening disagreement act, 
Bousfield (2008) argues that it occurs when people hold the same value, or agree 
with the disagreement expressed. Here, the speaker shows her/his agreement toward 
the disagreement expressed by the second speaker although at first they might hold 
a different value. It might happen since after hearing a disagreement from the 
second part, the first part might change his/her assessment or opinion. Below is one 
of the examples: 
GR : If you send me six fucking main course like that again, I’ll, I’ll grab 
you by the fucking scruff of the neck and throw you on the street. 
Do you understand? 
H : Yes, Gordon. 
(Bousfield, 2008: 166) 
In the conversation above, Gordon is doing a face threatening act toward 
Henry. However, Henry chooses to accept Gordon’s face threatening act since 
countering the face attack will only worsen the situation. 
b) Countering the Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
When they encounter a face threatening disagreement act, people will most 
likely to counter the disagreement to defend their assessment or opinion. There are 
two strategies in countering the face threatening disagreement act: offensive and 
defensive strategy. Figure 1 presents the summary of the ways people use in 
responding to face threatening disagreement act. 
i) Offensive Strategy 
In an offensive strategy, people counter a face threatening act by applying 
another face threatening act.  Harris et al in Culpeper (2003: 1563) argues that an 
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offensive strategy employs face attack to counter the face attack. In countering the 
face threatening disagreement act using offensive strategy, people respond to the 
disagreement using another face threatening disagreement act. To get a better 
insight, below is an example: 
James : I sock you in your nose. 
Art : I sock you in the mouth. 
James : You gonna have a black eye you keep on. 
Art     : You gonna have a bloody nose, and a bloody mouth and 
knocks one of your teeths out. I’m gonna knock ‘em down 
your throat. 
(Culpeper, 2003: 1564) 
In the example above, James is doing a face threatening act toward Art. 
Encountering the face attack, Art responds by empoling another face attack 
followed by James’ another face attack, and then he responds again by using another 
face attack. Using a face attack as a response to a face attack is categorized as using 
an offensive strategy. 
ii) Defensive Strategy 
In performing a defensive strategy, people counter the face threatening act 
by defending their face using a face saving act. Labov in Culpeper (2003: 1563) 
states that people mainly counter the face attack by trying to save their public face. 
In respond to a face threatening disagreement act, people might counter it by 
maintaining their own assessment or opinion using a face saving or mitigated 
disagreement act. Below is an example: 
S2: don’t you think this is a bit stupid 
S1: well you see I’m just doing a job 
S2: Yeah well so was Hitler all I’m asking you as a person don’t you 
think this is a bit stupid 
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S1: well <exhales loudly> yes and no 
(Culpeper, 2003: 1564) 
Here, S2 voices out his/her disagreement using a face threatening act by 
employing a sarcastic remark. Encountering the face threatening disagreement act, 
S1 responds to it using ‘well’ as hedges to mitigate his/her disagreement. By using 
a mitigated disagreement which is considered as a face saving act, S1’s response is 
categorized as a defensive strategy. 
c) Choosing Not To Respond 
When people encounter a face threatening act, there is a possibility that 
they will respond to the face threatening act by giving no response or simply remain 
silent. Bousfield (2008) explains that although they remain silent, this action is 
intended, and people might do that because they have a particular purpose. For 
example, some people remain silent to defend their assessment or opinion. In 
response to a face threatening disagreement act, people remain silent as a part of 
their strategy in defending their assessment. In addition, giving no response might 
also happen when people accept the disagreement expressed, or in some cases, the 
other parties fail to understand what the speaker intends to communicate. 
5. The Spectacular Now 
 
Figure 2. The Spectacular Now Movie Poster 
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The Spectacular Now is a movie based on a novel with the same title by 
Tim Tharp, and was directed by James Ponslodt. It was first premiered at the 2013 
Sundance Film Festival, and then released for box office in the United States on 
August 2, 2013. After its release, the movie received a warm welcome from the 
audience which then made their income tripled the production budget. In addition, 
it also received many good critics from major movie critic websites like Rotten 
Tomatoes, iMDb, and Metacritic. Adding to its achievement, this movie was also 
nominated in many categories of different movie awards such as Best Adapted 
Screenplay, Best Acting, etc., and won several of them. 
This movie starring Miles Teller as Sutter Keely and Shailene Woodley as 
Aimee Finicky is a drama comedy movie. It talks about the life of Sutter Keely who 
is a popular and a party boy, but is poor in academic life, and whose whole life is 
seen as a joke by other people. Sutter is a hedonistic person who believes that life 
is in the present, and you should enjoy it to the fullest. However, not anyone has the 
same belief, neither does his girlfriend, Cassidy. They are a perfect couple until one 
day, Cassidy finds Sutter in a car with another girl. Although it is just a 
misunderstanding, Cassidy refuses to believe Sutter, and they end up going to 
separate ways. Cassidy moves on easily with another popular boy, but Sutter is still 
stuck with his feelings for her. 
Broken-hearted Sutter then tries to move on as well, and in the middle of 
that process, he meets Aimee. Aimee is a beautiful yet is not too popular girl, and 
she is smart, but has a low self-esteem. This makes Sutter feels like he has to help 
her. He teaches Aimee to be more confident, and to believe that she is beautiful, 
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wonderful, and worth every kind of attention. In addition, he also teaches her to 
rebel against her mother who forces her to help supporting their family. Aimee also 
helps Sutter with his study. However, in the middle of this, Sutter starts to avoid 
Aimee as he is afraid that Aimee will fall for him, but then he realizes that he is the 
one who has fallen for her. 
 Besides all the problems at home, Sutter and Aimee are high school 
seniors. They have to start thinking about their future. Aimee has already been 
accepted by a university in Philadelphia, but Sutter is still struggling with his 
application letter. On the other side, Aimee tells Sutter that she has rebelled against 
her mother, so she believes that Sutter has to do the same. In Sutter’s case, his 
mother is trying to prevent him from meeting his father who Sutter believes has 
been wronged by his mother. At the end, he goes to meet his father with Aimee, but 
the reality is not like what he always believes. The reality hits him hard, and he 
starts to feel that no one loves him. On the way going back, Sutter feels so down, 
and ends up starting a fight with Aimee which leads to her involves in a hit and run. 
Sutter who is always positive changes to be a pessimistic person feeling 
uncertain about his future. He has a battle with the world around him, and the 
biggest battle against himself. Their graduation time comes, but Sutter still does not 
know what to do. Until the day Aimee leaves for Philadelphia, Sutter is still 
uncertain about everything. At the end, Aimee goes to a university in Philadelphia 
alone, but then Sutter makes up his mind, and decides to go to Philadelphia to meet 
Aimee. However, the story does not have a certain end, it wraps up with a scene 
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where Sutter meets Aimee in front of her university, and Aimee showing a faint 
smile after seeing Sutter. 
There are many disputes happen between the characters in this movie 
because the main characters are teenagers who do not have stable emotion yet, and 
one of the main theme is rebellion. In those disputes and rebellion, many arguments 
and disagreements are expressed. Therefore, this research focuses on the 
disagreement acts realized by the characters of this movie, or more specifically, the 
face threatening disagreement acts or the unmitigated disagreement acts. The 
researcher will analyse how the face threatening disagreement acts are realized, and 
how the partner in the conversation responds to them. 
6. Previous Studies 
There have been many studies conducted under the topic of disagreement 
acts, starting from thesis written by undergraduate students to journal articles. 
Although they used the same topic, they are all different since they have their own 
methodology, focus, and object which then lead to different results.  
One of the studies is a journal written by Tengku Intan Suzila, Tengku 
Sharif and Mohd Yusri Mohamad Noor (2011) entitled “Disagreement Politeness 
among Adolescents”. The aims of this research are to unfold how social distance 
and power relation affect the way adolescents handle disagreement politeness in 
both Malay as L1 and English as L2, and to reveal in which occasions they perform 
disagreement politeness better. Furthermore, this research was conducted by 
comparing utterances from a sample of 49 adolescents aged 19 to 21 in both English 
and Malay. They are set to perform disagreements toward different recipients and 
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in different situation. The result of this research shows that in both language, they 
performed the same degree of disagreement politeness. However, the degree of 
politeness changes when the recipient and situation are different, regardless of the 
language they used. 
  The second journal was written by Kuang Ching Hei, Wong Ngan Ling 
and Maya Khemlani David (2011) entitled “Communicating Disagreement among 
Malaysians: Verbal or Non Verbal”. This research focuses on analysing the 
responses to disagreement acts shown by three different ethnics in Malaysia: 
Chinese, Malay and Indians in different situation and different partners such as with 
friends, siblings, parents and bosses. It was done by analysing questionnaires from 
655 respondents who came from different background and ethnicity. The objectives 
of this research are: to find out responses to disagreement acts which are preferred 
by people from three different ethnicity, and to explain how they are similar, or how 
they are different. In the end, the research revealed that three different ethnic groups 
in Malaysia do not differ significantly when they respond to disagreement. In 
addition, the result shows that Malaysians respond to disagreement both verbally 
and non-verbally. However, it is revealed that silence is not preferred unless they 
are in a certain situation. 
The third study is a thesis entitled “A Pragmatic Analysis of Disagreement 
Act in The Fault in Our Star Movie” written by Dwiansari Ramadhani (2015). 
Unlike the previous studies which use a real life setting, this study uses a movie 
entitled The Fault in Our Stars as the object of study. This research aims at 
revealing the type of disagreement acts used by the characters in the movie, how 
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they express it and the reason why they use certain types of disagreement acts. It 
was done by analysing the utterances by the characters in the movie which are 
categorized as disagreement acts. The first finding shows that there are two type of 
disagreement acts used by the characters in the movie: mitigated and unmitigated 
disagreement act, and the second finding reveals that they use different ways in 
expressing it depend on the type of disagreement acts that they chose. Last, it also 
shows that the reason for using a certain type of disagreement acts vary, it depends 
on the situation, and the context of the conversation. 
These studies have given a significant contribution to the study of 
disagreement acts, and there are many other research that have given their 
contribution. Following these researches, the current research also aims to analyse 
disagreement acts. However, although the topic is identical, this research is 
different since it places its focus on face threatening disagreement acts which is 
more specific than the previous studies. In addition, the objectives of this research 
will also be different since it analyses the way the characters realize the face 
threatening disagreement act, and how their partner in the conversation responds to 
it.  
B. Conceptual Framework 
This research attempts to analyse Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now using a 
pragmatic approach. Pragmatics is an approach concerning on analysing language 
and its meaning based on the context and situation. This become an appropriate 
approach since the researcher aims to analyse the meaning behind the characters’ 
utterances in different situation. Following this, the researcher places her focus on 
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utterances expressed by the characters in the movie. Specifically, the researcher 
focuses on analysing the face threatening disagreement act found in those 
utterances. Furthermore, the way the characters realize it, and how the partner in 
the conversation responds to it will also be analysed. 
As the concern of this research is to analyse disagreement acts, more 
specifically the face threatening disagreement acts or commonly known as 
unmitigated disagreement acts, this research relies on Locher’s classification of 
disagreement acts, and how they are realized. Locher classifies disagreement acts 
into two kind of disagreement acts which are mitigated disagreement act and 
unmitigated disagreement act. Following the objectives of the study, this research 
will only focus on the unmitigated disagreement act, or in this research known as 
face threatening disagreement act, and the mitigated disagreement act was only 
described briefly. Furthermore, there are also various ways of expressing face 
threatening disagreement act. In his book entitled Power and Politeness in Action: 
Disagreements in Oral Communication, Locher explains that there are three ways 
of expressing face threatening disagreement acts: the use of a short direct of 
opposite orientation, a sarcastic remark, and a short rude question. In addition, this 
research also discusses about how people respond to face threatening disagreement 
acts. Following Culpeper et al (2003: 1562-1563), people respond to face 
threatening act in three ways: accepting the face threatening disagreement act, 
countering the face threatening disagreement act which consists of offensive 
strategy and defensive strategy, and choosing not to respond. 
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In the research, the researcher uses a systematic way which is presented in 
the analytical construct in Figure 3. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHOD 
This chapter deals with the method used in analysing face threatening 
disagreement act in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now. It includes the type of 
research, and the form, source, and context of the data. In addition, it also covers 
the data collection technique which explains how the data in this research were 
gathered. Furthermore, it also presents the research instrument, and how the data 
was analysed through the data analysis technique. Last, it explains how the 
researcher proof the trustworthiness of the study. 
A. Type of the Study 
In doing research, it is essential to know what type of study that would be 
suitable to answer the research questions. As the aim of this research is to describe 
how the characters in the movie realize the face threatening disagreement acts and 
how their partner in the conversations responds to it, the type of this research is 
descriptive qualitative. Kothari in Nur Pratiknyo (2016: 40) explains that in a 
descriptive research, the researcher analyses the data only by observing the data 
itself without having a right to control it. In line with this, the researcher of this 
study observe the data in data source and analyse it without trying to control how 
the data are presented as well as the result of the data analysis. 
In their book, Vanderstoep and Johnston (2006:167) claim that qualitative 
research aims at giving a deeper analysis and a broader understanding about the 
topic under the study. A qualitative research is designed to give a description in 
order to get a better insight about the topic that is investigated. In addition, the 
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phenomenon analysed in this research cannot be measured by exact numbers, and 
measurement. Therefore, a qualitative research was chosen for it can analyse the 
topic deeper and better. Furthermore, this research used a pragmatic approach in 
analysing the disagreement acts in the movie. This approach was used because 
disagreement acts are mostly discussed in the scope of pragmatics. 
B. Form, Context and Sources of Data 
The data in this research are presented in the form of utterances uttered by 
the characters of The Spectacular Now. In addition, the context of the data is 
dialogues and conversations that occurred in the movie. Furthermore, there are two 
primary sources used in gathering the data in this research. They were collected by 
watching Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now, and reading the transcript of the same 
movie. By doing this, the researcher tries. to minimize errors and mistakes during 
the data collection. 
C. Data Collection Technique 
There are several different techniques employed in collecting data for a 
qualitative research, namely ‘in depth-interviewing, document analysis, and 
unstructured observation (Jensen & Jakowski, 20015:59). In line with this, the 
technique to collect data for this research will be visual analysis or observation by 
watching the movie and reading the transcript of the same movie. Both techniques 
were done simultaneously in order to obtain appropriate and accurate data. 
In this research, several steps were taken to gather the data, i.e: 
1. The researcher watched the movie and observed the object of the study. 
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2. The researcher matched the data from watching the movie with the transcript 
of the same movie. 
3. The researcher identified the face threatening disagreement acts in The 
Spectacular Now. 
4. The researcher classified the data into expressions and responses of face 
threatening disagreement act. 
5. The researcher transferred the data into the data sheet. 
D. Research Instrument 
There were two instruments used in this research, the researcher herself and 
other tools used to help her analyse the data. Lincoln and Guba in Vanderstoep and 
D. Jhonston (2009: 188) claim that the most appropriate instrument in analysing a 
qualitative research is ‘the human’ itself. In line with this, this research used the 
researcher as the primary instrument. To support the researcher as the primary 
instrument, other nonhuman instruments are used as secondary instruments. In this 
research, the researcher used data sheets to help her classify and analyse the data. 
The data sheet can be seen as follows: 
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Table 2. The Example of Data Sheet of Realizations and Responses to Face 
Threatening Disagreement Act in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now 
Note: 
Realizations: 
sdo = A Short Direct Opposite 
Orientation 
sr = A Sarcastic Remark 
srq = A Short Rude Question 
 
Responses:  
acc= Accepting the face attack 
counter = Countering the face attack 
os = Offensive Strategy 
ds = Defensive Strategy 
nr= Choosing not to respond
No Data 
Realizations Responses 
Explanation 
sdo Sr srq 
Ac
c 
counter 
nr 
os ds 
1 Marcus: Look man, 
I know 
this is 
awkward. 
May be 
we 
should… 
Cassidy: No. It’s 
really not 
awkward. 
At all. 
Marcus: (No 
response) 
√      √ Here, Marcus is 
trying to control the 
situation where 
Sutter comes, and 
tries to get Cassidy 
back by praising her 
outfits and her 
appearance. Marcus 
found the situation 
awkward since he is 
her boyfriend at the 
moment, and Sutter 
is her ex. However, 
Cassidy completely 
disagrees with that. 
She voices out her 
disagreement firmly 
by saying a short 
direct opposite of 
what Marcus said. 
Encountering her 
disagreement, 
Marcus does not 
answer and remains 
silent. 
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E. Data Analysis Technique 
After collecting the data, the next step is analysing the data. In contrast to 
a quantitative research, Vanderstoep and D. Jhonston (2009: 191) stated that in a 
qualitative research, the data analysis follows after the first data are acquired. 
In analysing the data, the researcher followed several steps, i. e: 
1. The researcher classified the data in the data sheet into expressions of face 
threatening disagreement acts and the responses to it. 
2. The researcher interpreted and gave explanation to each data collected in the 
data sheet. 
3. The researcher triangulated the data and checked it again to avoid any error and 
mistake. 
4. The researcher drew conclusion based on the findings and the result of data 
analysis.  
F. Data Trustworthiness 
A qualitative research is often oriented as a subjective type of study since the 
main instrument of the study is the researcher herself. Therefore, it is important to 
ensure that the research is reliable and credible in order to convince the reader, and 
the researcher themselves that the research is trustworthy. In order to gain 
trustworthiness, the researcher of this study employed triangulation technique. 
Jensen and Jakowski (2005: 63) claim that triangulation can ensure the 
trustworthiness of the data, and therefore can give more ‘confidence’ to the 
researcher in analysing and concluding their study. Furthermore, according to 
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Denzin in Jensen and Jakowski (20015: 62), there are four types of data 
triangulation: triangulation of the data, the method, the theory and the researcher.  
This research conduct triangulation using theories and researchers. To verify 
the credibility of the study, the researcher employed various theories related to 
pragmatics in general, or more specifically, theories related to face threatening 
disagreement acts. In addition, the researcher also consulted to other researchers 
and her supervisor. The findings and the result of the study are discussed thoroughly 
with the supervisor who is one of the lecturers of English Literature study program 
to ensure that the process and the result of the analysis were done properly. 
Furthermore, Lincoln and Guba in Vanderstoep and D. Jhonston (2009: 188) stated 
that a research should be done in a team. Therefore, the researcher also held a peer 
discussion with other students who were also conducting various researches in the 
same field. The data and the interpretation of it were checked to avoid errors and 
mistakes in acquiring the data and interpreting it.  
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter consists of two sections namely findings and discussions. 
In the findings section, the frequencies of types of realizations of face threatening 
disagreement act and the responses to it are described. The frequency of the data 
occurrences is presented in a table consisting of number as well as the total of the 
data. Meanwhile, the discussion sections presents further explanations and analysis 
of the findings along with several examples. 
A. Findings 
Following the objectives of this research, this chapter presents the result 
of the analysis of face threatening disagreement act in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular 
Now: types of realizations and responses. Based on Locher (2004), there are three 
ways to express face threatening disagreement act which are using short direct 
opposite orientation of the first speaker’s statement, employing sarcastic remarks, 
and asking a short rude questions. In addition, Culpeper et al (2003: 1562-1563) 
argues that there are three types of responses to face threatening disagreement act 
namely accepting the face threatening disagreement act, countering the face 
threatening disagreement act which consists of two strategies: offensive and 
defensive strategy, and giving no response. 
After analysing the movie, all of these types and strategies are 
employed by the characters. However, the frequencies of the data are different from 
one type to another. The table below presents the amount of data, and the numbers 
of data in each type and strategy.  
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Table 3. Types of Realizations and Response Options in Ponslodt’s The 
Spectacular Now  
No Types of realizations and responses Total 
1 
Types of 
realizations
Short direct opposite 
orientations 22 
Sarcastic remarks 6 
Short rude questions 4 
Total 31 
2 
Type of 
responses 
Accepting the face 
threatening disagreement act 1 
Countering 
the face 
threatening 
disagreement 
act 
Offensive 
Strategy 14 
Defensive 
strategy 7 
Giving no response 9 
Total 31 
Based on Table 3, the characters in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now 
realize their face threatening disagreement act in three ways: 1) using a short direct 
opposite orientation, 2) employing a sarcastic remark, and 3) asking a short rude 
question. In addition, the table also reveals that using a short direct opposite 
orientation is the most dominant one in which it occurs 22 times out of 31 
occurrence. A short direct opposite orientation is frequently used by the characters 
in the movie since it is more direct and simple. Moreover, a short direct opposite 
orientation has denotative meaning, and it reveals the opinion or argument of the 
speaker immediately. 
Furthermore, there are three types of responses employed by the characters 
when they encounter a face threatening disagreement act: 1) accepting the face 
threatening disagreement act, 2) countering the face threatening disagreement act: 
a) offensive strategy, and b) defensive strategy, and 3) giving no response. In the 
table above, countering the face threatening disagreement act is revealed as the most 
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dominant one with 21 out of 31 occurrences. These 21 data consist of 14 offensive 
strategy and 7 defensive strategy. The dominance of this type of response is 
influenced mainly by the type of disagreement they encounter. Encountering a face 
threatening disagreement act, the characters in the movie choose to respond with 
another face threatening act. 
B. Discussions 
In this section, the researcher presents in-depth explanations and 
interpretations of the findings. In accordance with the research questions, this 
chapter covers explanations on how characters in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now 
realize face threatening disagreement act and response options they choose when 
they face the disagreements. Along with the detailed interpretations and 
explanations, the researcher provides several examples taken from utterances 
spoken by the characters in the movie to give a clearer insight and thorough 
explanations. 
1. Expressions of Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
Face threatening disagreement act or unmitigated disagreement act is 
expressed without using any mitigation tools. According to Locher (2004), there 
are three different ways of realizing face threatening disagreement act. They are 
using a short direct opposite orientation of the first speaker’s initial statement, 
employing a sarcastic remark and asking a short rude question. In Ponslodt’s The 
Spectacular Now, the characters employs all three different ways to realize their 
disagreement. However, the occurrence of each data are different. In the following 
44 
 
sections, the discussions of each type of data will be presented along with three 
examples on each category except the ones which have less than three data. 
a) A Short Direct Opposite Orientation 
In expressing disagreement using a short direct opposite orientation, 
people simply says the opposite idea of the previous speaker. The sentence is 
usually short and concise with only three or four words, and the disagreement is 
expressed bluntly. 
An example of using a short direct opposite orientation in expressing face 
threatening disagreement act can be seen in datum 7. In this datum, Sutter is trying 
to convince Aimee to rebel against his mother. He believes that her mother is doing 
unjust to her, so Aimee should fight back, and get what she deserves. Sutter teaches 
Aimee how to express her frustration to her mother. However, the sentence mostly 
consists of  swearings, and is cosidered extremely rude. Aimee, who is a nice and 
obidient girl, thinks that it is impossible for her to say that to anyone, let alone her 
mother. The conversation between Aimee and Sutter is presented below. 
Sutter : You have to do the ‘motherfucking’ part. 
Aimee : I can’t 
Sutter : Yes, you can. 
Aimee : “Mom, get off of my fucking back” 
(Datum 7) 
Encountering her refusal, Sutter directly disagrees with her statement by 
saying “Yes, you can.”. His sentence only consists of three words which is 
considered very short. Furthermore, while Aimee says she cannot do it, Sutter 
disagrees using the opposite of it saying that she can, she is capable of doing that. 
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Therefore, it can be concluded that he expresses his disagreement using a short 
direct opposite orientation of Aimee’s statement.  
The second example of this strategy is performed by Sutter in datum 12. 
Here, Krystal is trying to blame Sutter for Aimee’s change of attitude. She believes 
that he is just trying to hurt Aimee and leave. Krystal argues that Sutter has been a 
bad influence to Aimee, and is now intentionally avoiding her. The conversation 
between Krystal and Sutter is as follows. 
Krystal : And now you’re avoiding her 
Sutter : I’m not avoiding her. 
Krystal  : Really? Have you seen her since the party? Have you   
                         called her? 
(Datum 12) 
Without trying to mitigate his disagreement, Sutter performs a face 
treathening disagreement act using a short direct opposite orientation as he says 
“I’m not avoiding her.”. He express it without any mitigation tool where he voices 
it out without any additional explanation. Consisting only of four words, Sutter’s 
sentence is considered short, and direct. Furthermore, if Krystal’s statement is 
labelled as A+ where she accuse him of avoiding Aimee, then Sutter’s disagreement 
is A- which is the opposite of Krystal’s argument. Therefore it is categorized as a 
short direct opposite orientation where it is expressed immediately without any 
mitigation tools and expressing the opposite orientation of the previous speaker’s 
statement. 
The last example of this strategy employed by the characters of Ponslodt’s 
The Spectacular Now can be seen in datum 21. In this scene, Sutter meets Holly 
and talks about their memories with their father. He tries to convince her that it is 
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right for him to call their father. From Sutter’s perspective, their father left many 
good and happy memories in their childhood, so he is very excited when he talk 
about it. However, Holly does not feel the same. Below is the conversation between 
Sutter and Holly. 
Sutter : It was funny. 
Holly : It was embarrassing. 
Sutter : No. It was funny. 
(Datum 21) 
Holly voices out her disagreement using a short direct opposite orientation 
as she says “It was embarrassing.” Since there is no mitigation tools, her sentence 
is rather short where it only consists of three words. When Sutter describes one of 
the moment in their childhood as ‘funny’, Holly disagrees, and describes it as 
‘embarrassing’. Both words are almost similar in meaning, but are very different in 
term of sense. While ‘funny’ brings a positive sense, ‘embarrassing’ has the 
opposite sense of it. Therefore her disagreement is considered as a short direct 
opposite orientation. 
b) A Sarcastic Remark 
Besides using a short direct opposite orientation, employing sarcastic 
remarks is another way of expressing a face threatening disagreement act. 
Ramadhani (2015: 25) in her thesis argues that this kind of disagreement will 
usually harm other people’s face since it will make those who propose the ideas 
look bad. Furthermore, Stoker (2012) states that a sarcastic remark is employed to 
express a disagreement by using a clear opposite of other’s ideas or assessment in 
a kind of humorous way, and it will ultimately hurt their feeling. 
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The first example of employing a sarcastic remark to express a face 
threatening disagreement act is performed by Sutter in datum 20. In this datum, 
Sutter is asking her mom to give him his father’s phone number. Sutter never 
understand why his mom does not allow him to call his father. Because of the 
accumulated anger, Sutter feels frustrated, and tries to rebel against his mom. In the 
conversation below, his mother refuse to fulfil Sutter’s request by saying that it 
might not be a good idea. Below is the conversation between Sutter and his mother. 
Mom : I don’t think it’s a good idea. 
Sutter : Why not? He’s my dad. 
Mom : And I’m your mom and you live under my roof. 
(Datum 20) 
Upon hearing her mother’s opinion, Sutter voices out his disagreement by 
employing a sarcastic remark. Here, the sentence ‘He is my Dad’ implies that he 
has every right to talk to his father, and her mother can no longer be in his way. 
Furthermore, this sentence is considered more face threatening since he is 
challenging her mother’s opinion who he should respect. 
The second example of using a sarcastic remark to express face threatening 
disagreement found in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now is performed by Sutter in 
datum 13. In this scene, Krystal tries to make Sutter leaves Aimee. She believes 
that Sutter is a bad influence to Aimee. In the example below, Krystal argues that 
Aimee changes a lot after she met Sutter in a bad way. Therefore, she thinks Sutter 
is destroying her, and accuse him for causing problem in Aimee’s life. The 
conversation between Krystal and Sutter is presented below. 
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Krystal : No. It’s not good for her. Aimee is not like you Sutter. She’s a 
nice girl. She doesn’t need you causing problem in her life. 
Sutter : What Aimee doesn’t need is you bossing her around like 
she’s your personal assistant. 
Krystal : You shouldn’t treat her this way. 
(Datum 13) 
Sutter employs a sarcastic remark to perform a face threatening 
disagreement act as he says “What Aimee doesn’t need is you bossing her around 
like she’s your personal assistant.” In the dialogue, Sutter sarcastically says that 
what Aimee does not need is her bossing Aimee around. It implies that instead of 
accusing him causing problems in Aimee’s live, she should stop acting like a boss, 
and interfering Aimee’s business. Sutter’s sentence is highly face threatening as he 
accuse Krystal of being bossy and annoying. 
The last example of this strategy is performed by Sutter in datum 23. In 
this scene, Aimee and Sutter are on their way back from his father’s place. In 
Sutter’s memory, he always remember his father as a good and caring father. He 
always believes that his father left home because of his mother, so his mother is 
always the bad character. However, after meeting his father, he gets to know that 
his mother is innocent. Reality hits him hard when he witnesses that his father is 
the one who is at fault. On their way back, the atmosphere become tense in the car 
while Sutter tries to digest all the information. In the conversation below, Aimee is 
trying to make Sutter feels better by saying that probably his father does not intend 
to abandon him. The conversation between Aimee and Sutter is as follows. 
Aimee : I’m sure if it wasn’t for her, he would’ve come back. 
Sutter : Yeah, and if he didn’t cheat on the family I would’ve become 
the president of my Sunday school class. 
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Aimee : (No response) 
(Datum 23) 
Sutter, who is in a terrible mood immediately disagrees by using a sarcastic 
remark as he says “Yeah, and if he didn’t cheat on the family I would’ve become 
the president of my Sunday school class.” He implies that it is his father’s fault from 
the start, and he is so stupid for holding onto false memories. Besides using a 
sarcastic remark, Sutter’s utterrance is also considered face threatening as he fails 
to recognize Aimee’s good intention. 
c) A Short Rude Question  
The third way of expressing unmitigated disagreement act is by asking a 
short rude question. This question originally is not intended as a question where it 
needs an answer, but rather giving a sense that the speaker doubted other’s 
assessment or opinion, and disagree with their statement, idea or opinion. Usually, 
the question repeats the initial statement of the first speaker, but in a question form, 
and it is short since it does not employ any mitigation tools (Panic-Kavgic, 2013: 
455). Furthermore, the question is considered rude since it is expressed immediately 
without any mitigation tool. In addition, the intonation and the tone of the speaker’s 
utterance can also determine how a question is considered as rude and face 
threatening (Ramadhani: 2015). 
An example of asking a short rude question as a way to express a face 
threatening disagreement act is seen in datum 5. In this datum, Sutter is trying to 
convince Aimee that her mother cannot be the reason for her to not go to college. 
In the conversation below, Aimee is explaining why she thinks it will be impossible 
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for her to go Philadelphia. She believes that she has to stay and help her mother to 
support their family. However, Sutter thinks that her reason for not going to college 
is ridiculous and unacceptable. The conversation between Aimee and Sutter is 
presented below. 
 Aimee : I mean my mom,  
 Sutter :  What’s your mom has to do with this? 
 Aimee : I have to help her with the route. 
 Sutter : The route? The paper route? 
 Aimee : Yeah, she’s alone. 
Sutter : Aimee, she’s a grown woman. 
(Datum 5) 
Sutter voices out his disagreement by asking a short rude question as he 
says “The route? The paper route?”  Here, he uses parts of Aimee’s initial statement 
as the question without adding any mitigation tools. Sutter’s question does not 
really need an answer nor confirmation, but it shows his disagreement toward 
Aimee’s statement. Moreover, the absence of mitigation tools, added by a high 
intonation are enough to make the question sounds rude and face threatening. 
The second example of asking a short rude question is performed by 
Cassidy in Datum 11. Here, Sutter and Cassidy is trying to find the problem of their 
relationship. Sutter tries to make Cassidy believe that he needs nothing but her, they 
have everything and they should enjoy the moment. However, Cassidy does not 
have the same opinion. Below is the conversation between Cassidy and Sutter.  
 Sutter  : I’m just saying, we got to live at the moment. 
 Cassidy : The moment? I want, I want more than a moment. 
Sutter : (No response) 
(Datum 11) 
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She expresses her disagreement by asking a short rude question where she 
uses a part of Sutter’s initial statement: “The moment?” Here, her question does not 
really seeks for an answer, but rather showing her disbelief and her disagreement. 
Cassidy’s question only consists of two words since she does not employ any 
mitigation tools which makes it belong to a face threatening disagreement act, and 
makes it sounds rude. In addition, Cassidy’s high intonation emphasize that she is 
doing a face threatening act. 
Datum 17 is the last example of asking a short rude question to express a 
face threatening disagreement act that will be discussed in this chapter. In this 
datum, Ricky and Sutter are arguing about Sutter’s relationship with Aimee. Sutter 
tries to convince Ricky that everything is going according to his plan, and he should 
not worry about anything. Nevertheless, Ricky still doubts him. He knows exactly 
what type of person Sutter is, that is why he does not believe him. The conversation 
between Ricky and Sutter is as follows. 
 Sutter : Everything’s under control. 
 Ricky : What’s under control? 
Sutter : Did it ever cross your mind that I might be attracted to the girl? 
(Datum 17) 
When Sutter argues that everything is under control, he expresses his 
disagreement by questioning his statement: “What is under control?’. He uses a 
short rude question where he employs a part of Sutter’s initial statement without 
employing any mitigation tools. The absence of mitigation tools makes it short and 
sounds rude which makes it belong to a face threatening disagreement act. 
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2. Responses to Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
After analysing the ways characters in the movie realize their face 
threatening disagreement act, it is also crucial to analyse the responses to it. It is 
essential since the responses can reveal how the disagreement was taken by the 
other speakers. Based on Culpeper (2003: 1562), there are three options people can 
choose to respond to impoliteness or more specifically to face threatening 
disagreement act. In responding to a face threatening disagreement act, people can 
choose to accept the face threatening disagreement act, to counter it or to give no 
response. In countering the face threatening disagreement act, there are two 
strategies people can use: offensive strategy and defensive strategy. In this movie, 
the characters use all of these options to respond to the face threatening 
disagreement act they encounter. Below, the writer presents a thorough 
explanations of each strategy along with three examples each, except the ones 
which have less than three data. 
a) Accepting the Face Threatening Disagreement Act 
When people encounter a face threatening disagreement act, they might 
accept the disagreement from the previous speaker. Bousfield (2008) argues that it 
occurs when people hold the same value, or agree with the disagreement expressed. 
This is because after encountering a face threatening disagreement act, people 
might change their opinion or statement, and ends up having the same value with 
the previous speaker. Here, the speaker might directly or indirectly express their 
agreement as a response to the disagreement they encounter. In Ponslodt’s The 
53 
 
Spectacular Now, this category only occur once. Therefore, in this part, there will 
be only one example.  
The conversation below happens when Aimee and Sutter are taking a walk 
in the forest after going to the party. Previously, Aimee told Sutter that she is 
accepted to college in Philadelphia, but she thinks she will not be able to go because 
she has to help her mother with the newspaper rout. Sutter believes that this is not 
fair, so he tries to convince Aimee to rebel against her mother. Therefore, he tells 
her to say: “Mom, get off my motherfucking back” so that her mother will stop 
getting in her way. However, for Aimee, that sentence is too harsh and extremely 
rude. It contains a curse: ‘motherfucking’, and the sentence does not contain any 
mitigation tools. Meanwhile Aimee is a very quite and nice girl. She think she 
cannot manage to say that to her mother. However, Sutter disagrees. He tries to 
convince her that she can do that, and she has to try.The conversation is as follows: 
Sutter: You have to do the ‘motherfucking’ part. 
Aimee: I can’t 
Sutter: Yes, you can. 
Aimee: “Mom, get off of my fucking back” 
(Datum 7) 
Upon hearing Sutter’s disagreement, Aimee responds by saying the 
sentence Sutter told her to say. Even if she ommits the word ‘mother’ from the word 
‘motherfucking’, she still manage to say that out loud. By following Sutter’s 
instruction and suggestion, she indirectly agrees to Sutter’s disagreement 
previously. When she thinks she cannot do that, Sutter disagrees and tries to 
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convince her that she can. At the end, Aimee is convinced, and believes that she 
can do it, and at the end she did it. 
b) Countering the Face Threatening Disagreement  Act 
When people encounter a face threatening disagreement act, most of them 
will try to defend their opinion or statement by countering it. Culpeper (2003: 1563) 
argues that there are two strategies in countering a face threatening disagreement 
act: an offensive strategy and a defensive strategy. Although they are in separate 
categories, they are not mutually exclusive since both of them aim at defending the 
speakers’ argument or opinion. 
1) Offensive Strategy 
Harris et al in Culpeper (2003: 1562) states that in countering a face 
threatening act using an offensive strategy, another face attack is employed. As a 
way to defend their opinion or argument using an offensive strategy, people usually 
use another face threatening disagreement act in countering the disagreement they 
encounter. They might employ a short direct opposite orientation, use a sarcastic 
remark or ask a short rude question. 
An example of this strategy is performed by Sutter in datum 4. In this 
scene, Mr Aster asks why Sutter did not finish his homework. Sutter argues that he 
finished it, but forgot to bring it. To make sure that he did finish the homework, Mr 
Aster tries to give him a problem, but as expected, Sutter cannot solve it. He makes 
an excuse by saying that the problem was not in the homework. Mr Aster knows 
exactly that the problem he gave to Sutter is there in the homework, so he voices 
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out his disagreement by using a short direct opposite orientation of Sutter’s 
argument. The conversation between Sutter and Mr Aster is presented below. 
Sutter : That was not on the homework. 
Mr Aster : That was the homework. 
Sutter : No, it wasn’t.  
(Datum 4) 
In the conversation above, Sutter still tries to defend his argument by using 
a short direct opposite orientation as he says “No, it wasn’t”. This is one of the three 
ways to realize face threatening disagreement act where it is expressed immediately 
without any mitigation tool. In addition, his sentence is considered short as it only 
consists of three words. Therefore, his response to Mr Aster’s disagreement belongs 
to the offensive strategy. 
The second example of this strategy is performed by Sutter when he tries 
to convince Aimee about going to Philadelphia. Aimee still believes that it is 
impossible for her to continue college to Philadelphia, but Sutter is a hundred 
percent sure that she will definitely go. In this scene, Aimee expresses her 
disagreement towards Sutter’s statement. She voices out her disagreement by 
directly saying ‘no’ without any mitigation tool, and it is categorized as a short 
direct opposite orientation of Sutter’s initial argument. In response to Aimee’s 
disagreement, Sutter is still trying to defend his opinion. He believes that Aimee 
should go since it is a very good opportunity, and her reason for not going is not 
acceptable in Sutter’s opinion. Below is the conversation between Aimee and 
Sutter. 
Sutter : You’re 100% going to Philly. 
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Aimee : No. 
Sutter : Yeah, you are. 
(Datum 6) 
Sutter employs an offensive strategy by using a short direct opposite 
orientation as he says “Yeah, you are.” Consisting of only three words, Sutter’s 
sentence is very short. In addition, as the direct opposite of ‘no’, he immediately 
say ‘yes’ as a response to Aimee’s disagreement. It is categorized as a face 
threatening disagreement act, and therefore is considered as an offensive strategy. 
The next example occurs between Sutter and his mom. In this scene, Sutter 
gathers all of his courage, and goes to his mom to ask for his father’s phone number. 
However, his mom still believes that calling his father is not a good idea. She 
indirectly refuse to give him the phone number by expressing a disagreement 
towards Sutter’s idea. In the conversation below, Sutter disagrees with his mother’s 
opinion. He asks using a short rude question without any mitigation tools 
challenging his mother’s statement. It is followed by a sarcastic remark which 
emphasizes that he is his father and implying that he has every single right to call 
and interact with him.   
Mom : I don’t think it’s a good idea. 
Sutter : Why not? He’s my dad. 
 Mom : And I’m your mom and you live under my roof. 
(Datum 20) 
Facing his face threatening disagreement, his mother responds by 
employing a sarcastic remark as she says “And I’m your mom and you live under 
my roof.” In this sentence, she emphasizes that she is her mother, and she has every 
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right as well to prevent him from meeting his father. His mother added “and you 
live under my roof” which strengthen the idea that Sutter has to follow her rule, and 
respect her decision. By employing a sarcastic remark which is categorized as a 
face threatening disagreement act, the response in this datum is considered as an 
offensive strategy. 
2) Defensive Strategy 
In responding to a face threatening disagreement act, people might counter 
it by maintaining their own assessment or opinion. Labov in Culpeper (2003: 1563) 
states that people many times counter the face attack by trying to save their public 
face. When people employ a defensive strategy, they usually counter the face attack 
with a face saving act. They usually use mitigated disagreement act to maintain 
their argument and to save their public face. 
In The Spectacular Now, there are some examples that employ defensive 
strategies. One of them can be seen in datum 15. In this scene,  Aimee and Sutter 
are having dinner with Holly, her husband and her friends. Aimee tries to lighten 
up the mood by telling her optimistic plan for her future. She believes that she can 
make it happen. However, Holly’s husband expresses his disagreement by using a 
sarcastic remark. He argues that it sounds too much like a dream, it looks surreal, 
and it will be too difficult to make it happen. 
Aimee  : I know it’s gonna work. 
Holly’s Husband : It sounds like a dream. 
Aimee  : I think it’s good to have a dream, aren’t you? 
(Datum 15) 
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Encountering his disagreement, Aimee tries to defend her argument by 
employing a defensive strategy as she says “I think it’s good to have a dream, aren’t 
you?” Aimee employs a mitigation tool by using hedges: “I think” to avoid doing a 
face attack toward Holly’s husband. She responds to it by expressing his 
disagreement using hedges as a way to soften her disagreement. The use of hedges 
in a disagreement makes it considered as a mitigated disagreement act. Therefore, 
the response in this datum is categorized into defensive strategy. 
Another use of defensive strategy is also found in datum 13 which is 
employed by Krystal. In this scene, Krystal is arguing with Sutter, and telling him 
that he has become a bad influence for Aimee. In the conversation below, Sutter 
sarcastically disagrees to Krystal’s accusation. He uses a sarcastic remark which 
implies that Krystal is the one who becomes a bad influence for Aimee.The 
conversation between Krystal and Sutter is as follows. 
Krystal : No. It’s not good for her. Aimee is not like you Sutter. She’s a 
nice girl. She doesn’t need you causing problem in her life. 
Sutter : What Aimee doesn’t need is you bossing her around like she’s 
your personal assistant. 
Krystal : You shouldn’t treat her this way.  
(Datum 13) 
In respond to Sutter’s disagreement, Krystal tries to defend her argument 
by employing a defensive strategy as she says “You shouldn’t treat her this way.“ . 
She believes that it is not right for him to treat Aimee like that. Here, she applies a 
modal verb “should” to mitigate her disagreement. The aplication of a mitigation 
tool indicates that Krystal employs a mitigated disagreement act in responding to 
Sutter’s face threatening disagreement act. 
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The third example of defensive strategy applied by the characters of 
Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now can be seen in datum 5. In this conversation, Sutter 
is trying to convince Aimee that she should go to Philadelphia. Aimee 
pessimistically argues that there is no possibility that she could go since she has to 
help her mom supporting the family financially. In datum 5, Sutter expresses his 
disagreement towards Aimee’s opinion by asking a short rude question. This is 
because he thinks her reason for not going to college in Philadelphia is ridiculous 
and unacceptable. From his perspective, it is unfair for Aimee. However, Aimee 
still tries to defend her argument, she still believes that she should not leave her 
mom and go to Philadelphia. 
Aimee : I mean my mom,  
Sutter : What’s your mom has to do with this? 
Aimee : I have to help her with the route. 
Sutter : The route? The paper route? 
Aimee : Yeah, she’s alone. 
(Datum 5) 
Aimee counters Sutter’s disagreement using a defensive strategy where 
she employs an objective explanation to mitigate her disagreement. In her response, 
she tries to explain objectively why she disagrees to Sutter’s opinion by adding 
“she’s alone”. She tries to justify her opinion by saying that her mother is alone, so 
she needs her to help her with the paper route to support their family. Employing 
an objective explanation is one of several ways used to realize a mitigated 
disagreement which makes it categorized as a defensive strategy. 
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c) Choosing Not to Respond 
In giving no response, people do not really determine their view on the 
disagreement they encounter. However, Bousfield (2008) explains that although 
they remain silent, this action is intended, and people might do that because they 
have a particular purpose. In some cases, people remain silent to defend their 
opinion, while in many cases they give no response because they accept the 
disagreement they face. In addition, people might also perform this action because 
they fail to understand the message the speaker tries to communicate. 
An example of this type of response is seen in datum 1 which is performed 
by Marcus. In this scene, Sutter comes and tries to get Cassidy back. He praises her 
outfit and all, but faces a negative response from Cassidy. After breaking up with 
Sutter, Cassidy gets a new boyfriend called Marcus. In the example above, Marcus 
is trying to find a better way to talk to Sutter since he thinks the situation at the 
moment is very awkward. However, Cassidy immediately disagrees saying that it 
is not awkward at all.  Below is the conversation between Marcus and Cassidy. 
Marcus : Look man, I know this is awkward. Maybe we should… 
Cassidy : No. It’s really not awkward. At all. 
Marcus : (No response) 
(Datum 1) 
Facing Cassidy’s strong disagreement, Marcus chooses to give no 
response. It is most likely because he does not want to worsen the situation, and he 
accepts the face attack performed by Cassidy. This is due to the fact that he has to 
maintain his relationship with Cassidy, and intends to avoid a possible face 
threatening act. 
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The second example of giving no response toward a face threatening 
disagreement act is performed by Sutter in datum 11. In this datum, Sutter is trying 
to convince Cassidy that they should just enjoy the moment instead of worrying 
about the future. Sutter insists that there is no need to worry about the future, and 
to enjoy the present instead. However, Cassidy disagrees with his opinion by asking 
him a short rude question. She thinks the moment is not enough, and she needs more 
than that. The conversation between Sutter and Cassidy is presented below. 
Sutter : I’m just saying, we got to live at the moment. 
Cassidy : The moment? I want, I want more than a moment. 
Sutter : (No response) 
(Datum 11) 
Encountering a face threatening disagreement act, Sutter chooses to give 
no response and remain silent. Nevertheless, it is clear that he does that intentionally 
in order to maintain his opinion, and he accept the fact that Cassidy cannot accept 
his opinion. 
The last example of this type of response which will be discussed in this 
section is performed by Aimee in datum 23. Here, Aimee is trying to make Sutter 
feels better after what happened in his father’s place. , Aimee tries to comfort Sutter 
by defending his father’s deed. Upon hearing this, Sutter immediately expresses his 
disagreement by employing a sarcastic remark. The conversation between Aimee 
and Sutter is as follows. 
Aimee  : I’m sure if it wasn’t for her, he would’ve come back. 
Sutter : Yeah, and if he didn’t cheat on the family I would’ve 
become the president of my Sunday school class. 
Aimee  : (No response) 
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(Datum 23) 
In the example above, Aimee does not try to counter the argument, and 
remain silent. Even though she encounters a highly offensive face threatening 
disagreement act, she chooses to give no response to avoid worsening the situation. 
In addition, it is also because she understands why Sutter behave and talk that way. 
Therefore, she accepts the face attack. 
To conclude this chapter, there are three types of realizations of face 
threatening disagreement act, and three types of responses to it. All of them are 
employed by the characters in the movie although the numbers of occurrences are 
different. The characters tend to use short direct opposite orientation to express their 
disagreement since it is more direct and simple. It expresses the disagreement 
directly without any hidden meaning compared to the other two strategies. As a 
response to the face disagreement act, the characters tend to counter the 
disagreement act especially using the offensive strategy. This is due to fact the 
initial speaker use a face threatening act. Therefore, they also tend to respond with 
another face attack.  
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
This chapter is divided into two sections which are conclusions and 
suggestions. In the conclusions section, the summary of research findings and 
discussions are presented. Furthermore, the researcher drew the conclusions based 
on the objectives of the research. Meanwhile, the suggestions section provides some 
suggestions for several parties related to the result of the research. 
A. Conclusions 
This research investigates face threatening disagreement act in Ponslodt’s 
The Spectacular Now. Following the findings and discussions in chapter IV, there 
are several conclusions drawn by the researcher. Furthermore, the conclusions are 
formulated based on the objectives of the research discussed in chapter 1, and are 
presented as follows. 
1. The first objective of the research is to describe how face threatening 
disagreement acts are expressed by the characters of Ponslodt’s The Spectacular 
Now. There are three ways used by the characters in the movie to realize face 
threatening disagreement act which are: 1) using a short direct opposite 
orientation, 2) employing a sarcastic remark, and 3) asking a short rude question. 
However, the frequency of each ways is different. A short direct opposite 
orientation is the most frequently used by the characters. This is because using a 
short direct opposite orientation is more direct and simple in making the 
disagreement more explicit, so the listener can get the message immediately. 
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2. The second objective is to identify the type of responses shown to the face 
threatening disagreement acts in Ponslodt’s The Spectacular Now. There are 
three types of response performed by the characters in the movie, i.e., 1) 
accepting the face threatening disagreement acts, 2) countering the face 
threatening disagreement acts which consists of offensive strategy and defensive 
strategy, and 3) giving no response. From these three types of responses, the 
most dominant type is countering the face threatening disagreement with 21 out 
of 31 data where 14 of them are categorized as an offensive strategy. This is due 
to the fact that the previous speakers employ a face threatening disagreement act 
which then leads to them using another face attack to respond. 
B. Suggestions 
Based on the conclusions above, the researcher proposes some 
suggestions for several parties related to the research which can be presented as 
follows. 
1. To students majoring in linguistics 
Students majoring in linguistics who are interested in pragmatics are 
suggested to learn about disagreements. The students can learn many things since 
there are many topics besides face threatening disagreement act. Moreover, they 
can use their own theory in analysing the responses or the types to get a better 
insight and understanding. In addition, the students can refer to this research as a 
reference related to pragmatics and disagreement during their study. 
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2. To future researchers 
There are still very few researchers who are interested in studying 
disagreement deeper, so it is hard to find a detailed reference for disagreement 
especially face threatening disagreement act. Therefore, it will be very challenging 
for other researchers to conduct a study on disagreement. However, it will be very 
beneficial since it will give a significant contribution to the field of study. 
Furthermore, the future researchers can employ different theories and approaches 
in order to enrich the analysis. In addition, they can also study disagreement in 
different settings such as in debate, talk show and etc. 
3. To readers in general 
Expressing and encountering disagreements are inevitable in the society. 
Therefore, after reading this research, the readers are suggested to learn and get a 
deeper understanding about disagreement. Furthermore, the readers are also 
expected to apply their knowledge in their everyday activities when they want to 
voice out disagreements, and when they want to respond to a disagreement. 
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Appendix A. Data Sheet of Types of Realizations and Responses to Face Threatening Disagreement Act in  
The Spectacular Now Movie 
Note: 
No = Number of Datum 
Realizations: 
sdo = A Short Direct Opposite Orientation 
sr    = A Sarcastic Remark 
srq = A Short Rude Question 
Responses: 
acc = Accepting the face attack 
counter = Countering the face attack 
os = Offensive Strategy 
ds = Defensive Strategy 
nr  = No response
 
 
 
 
No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
1 Marcus: Look man, I know this is 
awkward. May be we 
should… 
Cassidy: No. It’s really not awkward. 
At all. 
Marcus: (No response) 
 
 
  
√ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 √ Here, Marcus is trying to control the situation where 
Sutter comes, and tries to get Cassidy back by 
praising her outfits and her appearance. Marcus 
found the situation awkward since he is her 
boyfriend at the moment, and Sutter is her ex. 
However, Cassidy completely disagrees with that. 
She voices out her disagreement firmly by saying a 
short direct opposite of what Marcus said. 
Encountering her disagreement, Marcus does not 
answer and remains silent. 
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
Nr 
os ds 
2 Mom: You sound like you do so much 
around here. 
Sutter:   Hey, I do a lot around here. 
Mom: Sorry I interrupted your 
cereal eating. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  In this datum, Mom is scolding Sutter because he did 
not do what he was told to do. Sutter makes many 
excuses, and his mother sarcastically saying that he 
sound like he is busy when in reality he is not. 
Hearing this sarcastic expression, Sutter expresses 
his disagreement by saying that he indeed had done 
many things by saying a direct opposite orientation 
of what his mom said. In response to his 
disagreement, his mom counter it with another 
sarcastic remarks implying that he is indeed busy 
doing silly and useless things. 
3 Ricky: Aimee Finicky? She’s a strange 
choice for a rebound. 
Sutter: Dude. She’s not a rebound.  
Ricky: (No response) 
√ 
 
   
 
  √ 
 
Knowing that Sutter hangs out with Aimee, Ricky 
knows that she is absolutely not Sutter’s type so he 
thinks that Aimee is a strange choice for a rebound. 
However, Sutter disagrees with this by saying a short 
direct opposite orientation to what Ricky said. 
Hearing his firm disagreement, Ricky chooses to 
give no respond. 
4 Sutter: That was not on the homework. 
Mr Aster: That was the homework. 
Sutter: No, it wasn’t. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  In this scene, Mr Aster wants to know why Sutter did 
not do his homework. Sutter denies that he did not 
finish his homework, it’s just that he forgot to bring 
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         it. However, Mr Aster does not believe it, and asks 
him a question, but Sutter cannot answer it. He said 
that it was not on the homework, but Mr Aster knows 
clearly it was. He expresses his disagreement by 
using a short direct opposite orientation. In response 
to this, Sutter is still trying to counter the 
disagreement by using an offensive strategy which 
falls into a short direct opposite orientation type as 
well. 
5 Aimee: I mean my mom,  
Sutter:  What’s your mom has to do 
with this? 
Aimee:I have to help her with the route.
Sutter: The route? The paper route? 
Aimee: Yeah, she’s alone. 
Sutter: Aimee, she’s a grown woman. 
 
  √ 
 
  √ 
 
 In this conversation, Aimee tells Sutter that she is 
accepted in a university in Philadelphia, but it is 
impossible for her to go. Sutter responses by asking 
her a short rude question, not because he does not 
understand what Aimee says, but rather as a form of 
disagreement toward Aimee’s thought. In response 
to Sutter’s disagreement, Aimee is trying counter it 
using a defensive strategy where she tries to give an 
explanation on why she has to help her out. 
6 Sutter: You’re 100% going to Philly. 
Aimee: No. 
Sutter: Yeah, you are. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  Sutter is trying to convince Aimee that she has to go 
to Philadelphia, but Aimee firmly disagrees by  
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         saying a short direct opposite orientation. However, 
Sutter does not back off and still trying to counter her 
disagreement by using an offensive strategy. Here, 
he uses a short direct opposite orientation as well. 
7 Sutter: You have to do the 
‘motherfucking’ part. 
Aimee: I can’t 
Sutter: Yes, you can. 
Aimee: “Mom, get off of my fucking 
back” 
√ 
 
  √ 
 
   Sutter thinks that Aimee’s parent is doing unjust to 
her, so here, Sutter is trying to make Aimee voices 
out her opinion. However, it is too harsh, so Aimee 
does not think that she can do that. Sutter disagrees 
by employing a short direct opposite orientation to 
what Aimee said. Hearing Sutter’s disagreement, 
Aimee is convinced and follows Sutter’s word to 
curse on her mother. 
8 Aimee: Guys don’t look at me like that.
Sutter: Absolutely, guys look at you 
like that. 
Aimee: No. No. No. 
√ 
 
   
 
√ 
 
  Sutter performs his disagreement using a short direct 
opposite orientation. Here, Aimee insists that guys 
do not have interest in her, but Sutter totally 
disagrees by saying the opposite orientation. 
However, Aimee counters the disagreement by using 
another short direct opposite orientation as well 
which makes it fall into an offensive category. 
9 Sutter: Eric Wolff and Cody Dennis 
were 100% hittin’ on you. 
√ 
 
   
 
√ 
 
  Sutter argues that there are many boys who likes 
Aimee, and tries to approach her. However Aimee 
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
 Aimee: No. We were just talking. 
Sutter: a hundred percent. 
Aimee: No way. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  disagrees with Sutter’s opinion. Her disagreement is 
realized through a short direct opposite orientation of 
what Sutter said. She disagrees to the idea that those 
guys have interest in her. Sutter disagrees with her 
disagreement, and counter it with an offensive 
strategy using a short direct opposite orientation. 
10 Sutter: Aimee, you’re absolutely 
beautiful. 
Aimee: Oh my God. No. 
Sutter: (No response) 
√ 
 
     √ 
 
This datum shows how Aimee uses a short direct 
opposite orientation to express her disagreement 
toward Sutter. Sutter is trying to convince Aimee that 
she’s worth to be loved, and she is beautiful. 
However, Aimee totally disagree with his opinion. 
Facing her disagreement, Sutter chooses to give no 
response. It can be because she accepted Aimee’s 
disagreement, or he knows that Aimee is just too shy 
to admit it. 
11 Sutter: I’m just saying, we got to live at 
the moment. 
Cassidy: The moment? I want, I want 
more than a moment. 
Sutter: (No response) 
  √ 
 
   √ 
 
In this conversation, Sutter argues that he has 
everything, and they should just cherish the present 
without worrying about anything. Cassidy has a 
different perspective, she thinks that she needs more 
than what they have at the moment. Cassidy uses a 
short rude question to voice out her disagreement  
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         where she repeats a part of Sutter’s initial statement. 
Encountering her disagreement, Sutter remains silent 
and chooses to not respond. 
12 Krystal: And now you’re avoiding her 
Sutter: I’m not avoiding her. 
Krystal: Really? Have you seen her 
since the party? Have you 
called her? 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  Krystal goes to Sutter, and nags him for Aimee 
because she thinks that Sutter is trying to avoid 
Aimee. Hearing this, Sutter expresses his 
disagreement using a short direct opposite 
orientation of what Krystal said. When Krystal said 
he’s avoiding her, he replied by saying that he’s not 
avoiding her. In response to this, Krystal ask him 
several questions which are not really to question. 
These questions play as sarcastic remarks, not 
because she wanted to know the answer, but rather 
to counter his disagreement. Using sarcastic remarks 
indicates that Krystal is using an offensive strategy 
to respond to Sutter’s disagreement.  
13 Krystal: No. It’s not good for her. 
Aimee is not like you Sutter. 
She’s a nice girl. She doesn’t 
need you causing problem in 
her life. 
 √ 
 
   √ 
 
 Krystal argues that Sutter’s existence in Aimee’s life 
only make her life worse. She thinks that Sutter is a 
bad influence for Aimee, so she does not need him. 
Sutter voices out his disagreement by saying a 
sarcastic remark. In his disagreement, he implies that 
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
 Sutter: What Aimee doesn’t need is 
you bossing her around like 
she’s your personal assistant. 
Krystal: You shouldn’t treat her this 
way. 
       Krystal is the one who makes Aimee’s life worse by 
bossing her around. Krystal still sticks to her 
argument. She tries to counter his disagreement by 
trying to use a mitigated disagreement act. It 
indicates that she uses a defensive strategy. 
14 Sutter: I feel like nowadays everyone is 
getting a divorce. 
Holly: That’s not true. 
Sutter: Isn’t it? Well our parents. 
Aimee’s parents. 
√ 
 
    √ 
 
 In a family dinner, Sutter voices out his opinion that 
nowadays there are so many cases of divorce, and 
he’s one of the victims. Holly, his sister firmly 
disagree with his opinion. She uses a short direct 
opposite of what Sutter said. Hearing her 
disagreement, Sutter tries to counter it by using a 
direct question and still tries to defend his opinion 
using a defensive strategy. 
15 Aimee: I know it’s gonna work. 
Holly’s Husband: It sounds like a 
dream. 
Aimee: I think it’s good to have a 
dream, aren’t you? 
 √ 
 
   √ 
 
 Aimee tries to lighten up the mood by telling her 
dream with her husband in the future. She believes 
that it is going to work. However, her plan seems too 
unrealistic that Holly’s husband sarcastically says 
that it sounds like a dream. He uses a sarcastic 
remark to express his disagreement toward Aimee’s 
optimistic attitude. In response to this, Aimee 
counter his argument by using an objective  
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         explanation.  Using an objective explanation 
indicates that she is employing a defensive strategy. 
16 Aimee: You know. 
Sutter: No, I don’t know. 
Aimee: Yes, like about the prom or 
whatever. 
√ 
 
    √ 
 
 In this datum, Sutter employs a short direct opposite 
of what Aimee said to express his disagreement. He 
firmly says no to Aimee without further explanation. 
Hearing his disagreement, Aimee tries to counter it 
by explaining what he does not know. She uses a 
mitigated disagreement act to respond to Sutter’s 
disagreement which then make it falls into a 
defensive strategy. 
17 Sutter: Everything’s under control. 
Ricky: What’s under control? 
Sutter: Did it ever cross your mind 
that I might be attracted to 
the girl? 
  √ 
 
  √ 
 
 In this conversation, Sutter is trying to convince 
Ricky that he got everything under control about 
Aimee and his plan on helping her. However, Ricky 
disagrees with his statement. He expresses his 
disagreement by using a short rude question. His 
question implies that Sutter’s relationship with 
Aimee is not going as how he planned earlier, so 
when Sutter tells him that everything’s under control, 
he questions his statement to express his 
disagreement. In response to this, Sutter still tries to 
counter the argument by trying to give an  
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         explanation to Ricky to make him understand the 
situation. This kind of response is expressed when 
one uses a defensive strategy where he uses a 
mitigated disagreement act. 
18 Sutter: Worst case scenario I’ll give her 
experience. 
Ricky: That’s worst case scenario? No 
way. 
Sutter: Well, I don’t know. 
√ 
 
  
 
  √ 
 
 
 
Sutter argues that what he does will still help Aimee 
even in the worst case scenario. However, Ricky 
totally disagrees with him. He thinks that it is not the 
worst case scenario since in can be worse. He 
realizes his disagreement using a short direct 
opposite orientation of Sutter’s argument. 
Responding to his strong disagreement, Sutter uses a 
defensive strategy where he uses a mitigated 
disagreement act. 
19 Aimee: You can totally do it. Trust me!
Sutter: It’s different. 
Aimee: No. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  Aimee finally gains confidence to stand up to her 
mom, so she thinks that it is time too for Sutter to do 
the same. She tries to convince Sutter that he can do 
it like she did since he is the one who convinced her. 
However, Sutter disagrees with her. He does not 
think that he will be able to do it, and realizes his 
disagreement using a short direct opposite 
orientation to what Aimee said. In response to this,  
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         Aimee counter his argument by firmly saying no 
without any mitigation tools to soften her 
disagreement. Since she uses an unmitigated 
disagreement act, it indicates that she uses an 
offensive strategy. 
20 Mom: I don’t think it’s a good idea. 
Sutter: Why not? He’s my dad. 
Mom: And I’m your mom and you 
live under my roof. 
 √ 
 
 
 
 √ 
 
  Sutter finally does what Aimee suggested to him. He 
asks his mother to give him his father’s phone 
number, but his mom thinks that it is not a good idea. 
Sutter clearly disagrees with this. He uses a sarcastic 
remark which implies that he has the right to contact 
him since he is his dad. Facing her son’s strong 
disagreement, Mom responds by using a sarcastic 
remark implying that she also has the right on him, 
and emphasizes that she is the one who takes care of 
him, so he should follow her rule. She counters his 
disagreement using an offensive strategy since she 
uses an unmitigated disagreement act. 
21 Sutter: It was funny. 
Holly: It was embarrassing. 
Sutter: No. It was funny. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  Sutter tries to convince Holly that their father gave 
them a good memory, and he loves them. He says 
that their memory with him is fun, but Holly says that 
it was embarrassing. She expresses her disagreement 
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
         using a short direct opposite of Sutter’s opinion. The 
word ‘funny’ and ‘embarrassing’ are two words with 
different orientation. ‘Funny’ has a positive sense 
while ‘embarrassing’ is a negative one. In response 
to this, Sutter still tries to maintain his opinion. He 
counters her disagreement using a short direct 
opposite orientation as well which makes it fall into 
a defensive strategy. 
22 Sutter: She shouldn’t kicked you out of 
the house. 
Dad: She didn’t kick me out of the 
house. 
Sutter: What do you mean? 
√ 
 
    √ 
 
 After meeting his father, Sutter talks about many 
things to him including his mother’s deed in the past. 
He is very sure that his mother was the one who made 
his father left home. However, his father disagrees 
with his opinion. He says that it is not her mother’s 
fault, it is him He expresses his disagreement using 
a short direct opposite orientation of Sutter’s 
opinion. Facing his disagreement, Sutter is a bit 
flustered, but still trying to defend his opinion using 
a defensive strategy. 
 
23 Aimee: I’m sure if it wasn’t for her, he 
would’ve come back. 
 √ 
 
    √ 
 
Aimee tries to make Sutter feels better after what his 
father did. She tries to convince him that his father  
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No 
 
Data 
Realizations Responses  
Explanation 
sdo sr srq acc
counter 
nr 
os ds 
 Sutter: Yeah, and if he didn’t cheat on 
the family I would’ve become 
the president of my Sunday 
school class. 
Aimee: (No response) 
 
       did that because of the woman. However, Sutter 
sarcastically voices out his disagreement. He said 
that if his father did not cheat on the family he would 
have become a good person. It implies that it is not 
merely because of the woman, but his father is 
basically the one who’s bad. Hearing his 
disagreement, Aimee chooses to not respond. 
24 Aimee: Sutter, I love you. 
Sutter: No, you don’t. 
Aimee: Yes, I do. 
 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  On the way coming back from his father’s place, 
Aimee and Sutter are involved in an argument. 
Aimee tries to convince him that she loves him, but 
Sutter disagrees with her statement. He expresses his 
disagreement by simply using a short direct opposite 
of Aimee’s statement. Facing his firm disagreement, 
Aimee counter it using a short direct opposite 
orientation as well which is categorized as an 
offensive strategy.  
25 Sutter: No, you don’t. You’re wrong 
Aimee: Sutter, I’m not wrong. 
Sutter: You don’t love me Aimee. 
 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  Sutter tries to maintain his argument that Aimee does 
not love him, that she’s wrong in loving him, but 
Aimee firmly disagree with him. She voices out her 
disagreement using a short direct opposite 
orientation of Sutter’s argument. In response to this, 
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         Sutter counters Aimee’s disagreement by employing 
a short direct opposite orientation as well. This 
makes it falls into an offensive strategy. 
26 Sutter: I’ll try harder. 
Mr Aster: No, you won’t. 
Sutter: (No response) 
 
√ 
 
     √ 
 
Sutter is trying to convince Mr Aster that he will try 
harder in studying to make his grade better. 
However, Mr Aster does not believe him, and 
strongly disagree with his statement. He employs a 
short direct opposite orientation of Sutter’s statement 
to express his disagreement. Facing his strong 
disagreement, Sutter chooses to give no response and 
remains silent. 
27 Dan: Suppose I am your Dad, this is the 
time I give you some life 
lesson. 
Sutter: Even if you’re my Dad, you 
wouldn’t have to. 
Dan: (No response) 
 
 √ 
 
    √ 
 
This conversation happens when Sutter is fired from 
his job. Dan, his boss, is trying to give him some 
advices as his last words before Sutter quit. He 
jokingly says that if he is his father, it is time for him 
to give some life lessons to Sutter. Sutter 
sarcastically disagrees. He employs sarcastic 
remarks implying that he does not need his advices. 
Dan chooses to give no response to his disagreement.
28 Sutter: What? Is it because I remind 
you of him? 
 √ 
 
  √ 
 
  This conversation happens when Sutter argues with 
his mother. When Sutter does something wrong his 
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 Mom: Sutter, you’re my son. 
Sutter: I’m his son too. 
 
       mother often says that it makes him look like his 
father, so here Sutter sarcastically asks his mother if 
he reminds her of his father after all the mistakes he 
did. His mother disagrees by sarcastically saying that 
he is her son implying that she loves him and he is 
nothing like his father. Sutter replies by saying that 
he is also his father’s son. He offensively disagree 
with his mother’s disagreement. 
29 Sutter: I’m exactly like him. 
Mom: You are nothing like him. 
Sutter: (No response) 
 
√ 
 
     √ 
 
After meeting his father, Sutter realizes how bad he 
is and why his mother does not allow him to meet 
him. He is taken aback by the reality, and feels 
unworthy. He thinks that his mother is right, he is 
exactly like his father, so he does not deserve to be 
loved and cherished. However, his mother disagrees 
by using a direct opposite orientation of what he said, 
that he is not like his father, he has every right to be 
loved and admired. Sutter gives no response to his 
mother’s disagreement. 
30 Sutter: You’re right mom. You’re right 
all the time. 
Mom: Sutter, you’re not your father.
√ 
 
     √ 
 
In this scene, Sutter is having a mental breakdown. 
He recalls all of his mother’s words, and understand 
that his mother was actually right. He realizes that he 
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 Sutter: (No response) 
 
       is as bad as his father. Hearing this, his mother 
directly express her disagreement. His mother 
employs a sarcastic remark which implies that she 
was wrong, and Sutter does not respond to his 
mother’s disagreement. 
31 Mom: You are always so special, 
Sutter. That’s why everyone 
loves you. 
Sutter: No one loves me. 
Mom: Sutter, You’re wrong. 
√ 
 
   √ 
 
  Here, Sutter’s mother is trying to convince him that 
he is a good person, he is special, and everyone loves 
him. Sutter disagrees, he thinks his mother is wrong, 
and no one loves him. He expresses his disagreement 
by saying a short direct opposite of his mother’s 
statement. His mother gives a response employing 
another disagreement. She employs an offensive 
strategy using a short direct opposite of Sutter’s 
disagreement. 
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